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Art Unit: 2168 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-20 are pending. 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Page 2, line 1 : 'root note' should be 'root node'. 

b. Page 2, lines 12-13: 'Such database' should be 'Such a database'. 

c. The specification is replete with grammatical errors and improper English. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The use of the trademark Microsoft Corporation has been noted in this 
application. It should be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the 
generic terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent 
their use in any manner which might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claims 7,9,19 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
As per claim 7: 'resister' should be 'register*. 

As per claim 9, page 32, line 25: 'URI' should be "Universal Resource Identifier 

(URI)* 
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As per claim 19, page 35, line 5: 'URI' should be 'Universal Resource Identifier 

(URiy 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 

to non-statutory subject matter. 

As per claims 1-10: The cited claims are directed to non-functional descriptive 
material, which is not a practical application and is therefore non-statutory. Functional 
descriptive material consists of data structures and computer programs which impart 
functionality when employed as a computer component. A data structure is defined by 
the New IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms 308 (5 th ed. 
1993) as follows: "a physical or logical relationship among data elements, designed to 
support specific data manipulation functions." 

Claims 1 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The cited claims do not produce a tangible 
result. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the present classification" in lines 10-11. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
the Office will interpret "the present classification" as the upper classification, which is 
claimed in the alternative. 

Claims 2-10 each recite the limitation "a database management apparatus" in 
line 1 , respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in each of 
the claims, respectively. 

As per claim 8, the claim is generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform 
with current U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a 
foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. For purposes 
of examination, the first part of the claim "wherein the registry registers a network 
address of the first user" will be examined since the Office cannot otherwise interpret 
the claim. 

Claims 12-20 each recite the limitation "a database management method" in line 
1 , respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in each of the 
claims, respectively. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "the present classification" in lines 10-11. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
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the Office will interpret "the present classification" as the upper classification, which is 
claimed in the alternative. 

As per claim 18, the claim is generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform 
with current U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a 
foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. For purposes 
of examination, the first part of the claim "registering a network address of the first user" 
will be examined since the Office cannot otherwise interpret the claim. 

Note: the art rejections are made given the best understanding of the Office 
given claims, which are difficult to interpret because of the abundance of assumptions 
the Office had to make due to their drafting. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



5. Claims 1-3,5-6,11-13,15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Riley et al. (' Riley ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,663,788). 
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As per claim 1 , Riley teaches 

"a setting unit configured to set a typical property" (generic information, column 6, 
lines 64-65) "set including at least one of selective properties, each of the selective 
properties being selected from the properties defined in the present classification, or an 
upper classification, and all of the selective properties being inherited by the lower 
classification" (column 6, line 31 through column 7, line 23); 

"and a storage which stores the typical property set in association with the 
hierarchical classification structure" (column 6, lines 21-30). 

As per claim 2, Riley teaches 

"the typical property set is independent of another typical property set, and an 
identical property may belong to both of the typical property set and the another typical 
property set" (column 12, lines 11-40; note: 'may' denotes an optionally recited limitation 
in the claim). 

As per claim 3, Riley teaches 

"the setting unit further sets extrinsic information that contains a query condition 
for each property in the typical property set" (column 13, line 64 through column 14, line 
14). 



As per claim 5, Riley teaches 
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"a display having a screen on which the properties in the typical property set are 
displayed in a display order inherited by the lower classification together with the typical 
property set" (generic process, column 13, lines 38-48; figure 18). 

As per claim 6, Riley teaches 

"the display order is allowed to be re-ordered by the setting unit of lower 
classification" (column 14, lines 14-20). 

As per claims 11-13, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 1-3 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claims 15-16, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 5-6 and are similarly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Riley et 
aL (' Riley ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,663,788) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Bohrer et al. ('Bohrer' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,106,569). 

As per claim 4, 

Riley does not explicitly indicate "the setting unit further sets negative inheritance 
in one of the properties in the typical property set so that the one of the properties fails 
to be inherited by the lower classification". 

However, Bohrer discloses "the setting unit further sets negative inheritance in 
one of the properties in the typical property set so that the one of the properties fails to 
be inherited by the lower classification" (column 2, lines 55-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Riley and 
Bohrer because using the steps of "the setting unit further sets negative inheritance in 
one of the properties in the typical property set so that the one of the properties fails to 
be inherited by the lower classification" would have given those skilled in the art the 
tools to improve the invention by allowing an object to inherit part of its behavior from 
another object. This gives the user the advantage of not having to inherit all of the 
behavior or properties from another object. 

As per claim 14, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 4 and is similarly rejected. 
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Claims 7-10,17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Riley et al. (' Riley 1 hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,663,788) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Okumura et al. (' Okumura ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 
6,178,424). 

As per claim 7, 

Riley does not explicitly indicate "a registry to resister a first user and a second 
user, and wherein said storage stores a first typical property set to be used by the first 
user and stores a second typical property set to be used by the second user". 

However, Okumura discloses "a registry to resister a first user and a second 
user, and wherein said storage stores a first typical property set to be used by the first 
user and stores a second typical property set to be used by the second user" (column 6, 
lines 25-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Riley and 
Okumura because using the steps of "a registry to resister a first user and a second 
user, and wherein said storage stores a first typical property set to be used by the first 
user and stores a second typical property set to be used by the second user" would 
have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing ordinary 
users to have the correct information stored without much knowledge. This gives the 
user the advantage of not having to set every attribute or property. 
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As per claim 8, 

Riley does not explicitly indicate "the registry registers a network address of the 
first user which a message indicative of registration of a new instance which satisfies a 
condition is informed of. 

However, Okumura discloses "the registry registers a network address of the first 
user which a message indicative of registration of a new instance which satisfies a 
condition is informed of (location, column 5, lines 37-53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Riley and 
Okumura because using the steps of "the registry registers a network address of the 
first user which a message indicative of registration of a new instance which satisfies a 
condition is informed of would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve 
the invention by tracking information in a distributed information system. This gives the 
user the advantage of having the ability to identify locations within the system. 

As per claim 9, 

Riley does not explicitly indicate "the registry registers the network address of the 
first user further informed of a URI of the new instance". 

However, Okumura discloses "the registry registers the network address of the 
first user further informed of a URI of the new instance" (column 5, lines 37-53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Riley and 
Okumura because using the steps of "the registry registers the network address of the 
first user further informed of a URI of the new instance" would have given those skilled 
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in the art the tools to improve the invention by tracking information in a distributed 
information system. This gives the user the advantage of having the ability to identify 
locations within the system. 

As per claim 10, 

Riley does not explicitly indicate "the new instance is transmitted to the first user 
in response to a request based on the information of registration of the new instance". 

However, Okumura discloses "the new instance is transmitted to the first user in 
response to a request based on the information of registration of the new instance" 
(column 6, lines 11-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Riley and 
Okumura because using the steps of "the new instance is transmitted to the first user in 
response to a request based on the information of registration of the new instance" 
would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by tracking 
information in a distributed information system. This gives the user the advantage of 
having the ability to identify locations within the system. 

As per claims 17-20, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 7-10 and are similarly rejected. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Jay Morrison 
TC2100 



Tim Vo 
TC2100 



